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[Panamanian negéf;iator Romulo Escobar Bethancourt'!s address tec the Assembly of Corregi-
miento Representutives at Justo Arosemena Palace on 19 August 1977--excerpts of Panmama
Radio versiom of Escobar speech were published on page N 13 of the 22 August DAILY REPORT ]

[rext] Those who say that we are not revolutionaries should pick up their kmapsacks and
their grenadas and remove the Gringos from the Canal Zone, Dr Romulo Esacbar Bethan-
court told the National Amsembly of Corregimiento Representatives yesterday.

Escobar responded in- this way to some criticism by groups oppesed to the negotiations
which led to the agreement in principle with the United States for the establishment
of a new canal treaty.

The i‘ollwmg are Dr Romuio Escobar Bethancourt's statements concerning the discussions
during the negotiations with regard to neutrality and the option for the construction :
of a sea-level onnal: : c

It was stated thst in order to negotiate with Panama it wae first necessary to esteblish
& neutrality paot and a military pact between the two countries. The military pact
hed to be concluded beforz the end of the century so that it ecould go into effect
after 2000. This oreated a deadlock in the negotiations for some time heocause
Panama opposed the signing of a military paect. And it opposed such a pact because
the military pact entailed two things: Firast, the U.S. military presence in Panama
after the expiration of the aew treaty; second, as a great power, the United States
is often involved in wars in other parts of the world and we did not want a situation
in which, on the basis of a military pact, owr country's future generations would
be required to fight in U.3, wars under the pretext that they were {ighting because the -
war was being waged %o defend the Pansma Canal. That was a position Panama maintained
until the United States stopped insisting on the military pact, and discussions began
regarding only the neutrality paot.
#‘
With regard ‘to the neutrality pact, the following cceurred: The United States asked '\\/
whether Panama was opposed to having the ecanal be declared neutral. We said no,
that, on the contrary, Panaws had always wished to have a neutral Panam Canal, They

said they wanted a neutral canal, and we saild that we were in complete agreement
| » with them, The difference lay in what they understocd neutrality to be and our -
| understanding. They suggasted that Panama and the United States declare the o
canal's neutrality and that the United States guarantee that neutrality. Panama ?L R
opposed this concept, axplaining that we did not want the United 3tates to be a C AR
guarantor for the state of Pansma under the pretext of neutrality. This led to O i
another @iscuseion that kept the negotiations stalemated until the United States E - ;-”
relented in maintaining its position that it should guarantee the neubrality of the . a
canal. Iy T
(P
Another proposal they presented wasthat Panama commit itself to keeping the canal T ’S,
permanently neutral and cpen. We said that Panama could commit itself to keeping rP o o7
the canal permanently neutral because this is its desire, Panama has no interest
in having the Isthmus of Panasa become a theater of war because of the Panama Canal. — o ;’;
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However, there could be no commitwment to keeping the oanal permarcently open for three
reasons, We explained that hecause of natural causes there could be en earthquake,
for example, whioh would close thecanal, and Panama oould not be obliged to keep it
open. We explained that for climatic reasons there could be landslides and the

canal would have to be closed to c¢lear them. Third, the cunal could turn out to be
umprofitable and then Panawa could not he obliged to keep open a canal which 4id not
bring in money. They accepted the first two points--the matter ol natural causes and E

elimatic causes., But they 4id not accept the third cause--the lmck of prefitabllity.
This also halted the negotiations for a long time.

They suggested that 1if the canal were not profitable, Panama could obtain money from

the United States or the other canal users to keep it open. We said that when the »(
treaty expires, we do not want Paznama to have either.a direct or indirect obligation

to turn to the United States or any other country to ask for money to keep the canal

open. The two countries remained steadfast in their positions until we reached the é
following agreement. They #aid: We cannot present to our Congr«ss an article saying

that you can olose the canal because it is unprofitable. And we sald that we could

not present an article which obtliged us to keep 2 cnaal permansntly open when we did E
not know if that camal would become unprofitable someday. We agreed to eliminate

the articla, so that Panama was Ireed of the obligation of keeping the caral per-

manently open. The negotiations continued exelusively ccncerning the problem of K
nsutrality.

g gy
=D

The United States then proposed that a neutrality paet should be coneluded only between
Panamu and the tnited States and no one else, because they did not want the Russians,
the Cubans or the Chinese--and I am quoting them--to participate in the neutrality of

the Panama Canal. Our position was that neutrality made no sensu if it were limited R
to two countrier by means of a paet between the United States and Panama, that we ' ( A
opposed withholding from other countries the right to subseribe vo the pact. They '

changed their position and gald, very well, they would accept thut only the countries b
of the American Continent, except Cuba, subscribe to the pact, We sald.no, that in . »
the event of a war between them and Rusgia or Chima, those couniries would have no p Vi
commitment to respect the canal or the Isthmus of Panama if they had not subsoribed = i
to the neutrality paoct, This again led to lengthy discussions until they finmally

agreed that all the countries of the world could sudscribe to the neutrality paet. I

Later, there was & problem as to the plece at which the aeountries of the world would

“subseribe [to the paet]l. We said that it had to be at the United ¥ations, They

replied that they 4id not like theidea of the United Nations very much because they
have many problems with the nonalined countries, the Third World, the Arabs and so
forth, They proposed the Organization of American States. We said that we had no
objection to having the place be the OAS as long as that organization were simply the
depositary of the paot and that the other countries oould subscribe to the paoct there,
but that the OAS would have no role in determining the mamer In which the subseription
would take place or any say with regard to whether fo accept or rejlect countries whioch
sought to subscribe to the paet. This led to another discussion whieh results in an
agreement to draft a protocol of neutrality--that famous protocol that has been
eriticized here and there on the grounds that it gives the United States the right

%0 intervene in Panama. Those who are attacking it seem to have read it in a Miami
newspaper. '
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The protocol 18 meraly a note rgcording the existence of the neutrallity pact, explaining
what it oonsists of and indicating that this or that country subscribes to it. That

158 the famous protocol. It 1s the same neutrality pact, but only outlined in a protecol--
which is what 1t 15 called--and the OA3 is its depositary.

.

The other problem was the preferential passage of U.S. ships through the canal., They

said that they were faced with two problems. First, they had to please their Pentagon

and had to prement them with something they would like so they would support them in

this matter of the treaty. Second, they sald that since they are leaving after the

expiration of the treaty, they should at least have that [preferential treatment]

because they had constructed the canal. We told them that we admitted that they had in

effect oconstructed the cenal, but that to put down in the neuirality pzot that U.S, o

warships were entitled to preferential transit in relatlon to other ships violated :

the neutrality paet 1tself, contradicting the very idea of the pact we were nego- ‘

tiating. This was another subjeet of long debates and thorough analysis. They kept

looking into their books, we into ours; they kept quoting their theorlsts, we kept
f Changing

gquoting ours; for this 1e the way in whieh these dehates are conducted. ; \‘/
their position, they proposed at least preferential rights when the United States

is at war--originally the proposal was during times of peace and then required only

that the captain of the ship notify us. We saild that in wartime 1t was aven less o —
proper to grant preferesntial passage becanse neutraility would be violated. After l:
we had disoussed this for & long time, they agreed that U.S. warships could not be

granted preferential passage. The two countries then sought a formulz other than
preferential passuge, and we reached the agreement that the warships of the United

States, in times of peace and of war, and Panamanian warships--although we have none,

but by the year 2000 we might have some--have the right to expeditious passage through

the eanmal. The understanding is that they will have the right toa speedy passago--

the mpeediest possible. We agreed with this, because it is to no country's advantage

to have the warshipn of another country spend much time in its territorial waters, so

the fester they go through the better. E
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Another of the points in the neutrality paet whish we were, inotherwords, this is
the real picture of what the neutrality pact consists of. [sentence za published]
With these statements, we 4id not agree to have the United States and Panama declare
the neutrallty of the canal. We said that the declaration of the neutrality of the
canal was an aet of sovereignty on Panama's part and that it had to be a unilateral
declaration. After much discussion, they agreed to have the declaration made solely
by Panama; that is, it is Panama whioh 15 declaring that the canal is permanently
neutral., The following other proposals were made: They proposed that our declara-
tion of the neutrality of the canal state that it was being made so that the Panama
Canal would not becomc a theater of war., We saild no, that we were declaring the : E

i
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neutrality of the camal 20 that neither the Panama Canal nor the Isthmus of Panama
would become a theater of war. They wanted to separate the canal from the rest of

the isthmus, and we told them that we ¢ould not do this, that the camal is a part of
our isthmus and that our neutrality made sense only if it applied to the camal and

a1l the rest of our territory. We had nothing to gain if [some enemy] were to refrain
from Aropping a bomb in the canal and instead were to drop it in Ocu or Santiago,

for example. They agrecd to a declarstion of neutrality in which neither The canmal

nor any part of the territory of the Isthmus of Panama tvould be the objaect of reprisuls
in any confliect they might have with another power,
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And- the other point of the neutrality ooncept ia that It is not a neutrallty only for- -
the pesceful passage of U.3, ships, but a neutrality for the peaceful passage of ahipl

“of all flags of the world regardless of the country to which it belongs; that is,

whether the country is communist, fasoist, ecapitalist or monarchiec. It d4id not matter
to us whether or not it was a democratic nation; we only wanted the peeaceful transit

of all ships of the world. And, lastly, that the paot was being entered into by the

two oountries and if it is stated there that Pansma deslares the neutrality of the
canal, a8 I have already indicated, that Panama later on enters into & neutrality pact
on the basis of that declaration with the United States of America and the two countries
commit themselves to maintain suoh neutrality. [sentence as published] This concept

of maintenance was the concept that replaced their original position that they would
guarantee neutrality. The maintenance of neutrality 1s set forth in the pact and the
protocol. The other countries adhere to the protocel.

Then rfollowed the diseussion, becauss what I [as published] originally proposad vas
that the two countries pledge to maintain the nsutrality under any circumstances.

Ve said that if the phrase under any circumstances was inserted, we would have to
make two important exceptions: First, that always provided the ciroumstances were
not internal in nature because these internal circumstances were problems of owr
country and of owr [Mationall Guard; and, secondly, we had to point out that it would
have to be an attack against Panama or the Panamu Canal by third eountries. This was
the subject of much diseussion. They finally decided not to include thiz phrase in
order to avoid having to ascept our exceptions., We also pointed out that within

the framework of neutrality 1t had to be clearly established that beginning on

31 December 1999 at 1200 as Edwin [Fabresa] says, or at 2400 midnight as Ahumads
says, that beginning on that date there could be no U.3, troops left in Panama,

After muoh discussion, they told us: Well, we do not like this phrase that there -
oan be no Rusgisns or Cuban troops. Then a proposal was made to change the phrase

to mmke it read that only Panawanian troops would be left after 31 December 1999,
with which we fully agreed. They were happy because for some reason they think we are
going to call in the Soviets. We are happy because we belleve that one of our
aspirationa is precisely that the only troops hare be oura.

So this is the bad part of the neutrality pact. The oriticise being made against
1t--some of whieh you may have heard or read--by a mmmber of people who like to
nitpick is that we are giving the United States the right to intervene in our
eountry after the year 2000, Those people bolieve that the right to intervene is
granted, but nobody grants the big powers the right to intervene. They intervens

. whereever they damn well please with or without a paet.

When they landed in Santo Domingo they 4id not have any military pact with Santo

Domingo, nor 4id they have any right to intervene in Santo Domingo. But just the
same, they landed there. But there are people here who believe that i1t 1is the -
articles in a oode which tall a country whether or not it has the right to intervens.
They 4o not know that it is the bayonets and cannons and the atomic hombs which give
a- sountry the right to intervene., A country like the United States can land its troops
in Panams whenever i{ pleases after 2000, with or without a neutrality pact. But
it oannot land 1¢s troops in Russia, even if Russia told them to do so.  This is
reality. . In other words, with the neutrality pact we are not giving the United
States the right to intervene, What we are giving them is an assurance that the
oanal will remain permanently neutral, that we are not going to close the canal

to their shipg or those of any other country.
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Why this neutrality pact? Because they think that maybe. in the year 2000 this country
will become socialist and will turn into thelr enemy, and they feel it 1s better to

make sure right now that even if our country hecomes socialist, it cannot prevent them
from using the canal. To be even more frank, they do not need that neutrality pact to
tell them whether or not they may intervene. They need it to show to thelr Congress '
so they can téll their Congress: Look, we are turning the canal over to those Panaman-
ians, but we will still have the right to watch over them so they behave. That 1s the
truth:. It is & question of their internal policy. They are solving an internal problem -
regarding a Congress that is largely opposed to these negotiations and which even has
members who have not been elected b~ the ‘merican people but who have, of thelr own free
will, turned into members of the U,3, Congress. They are Pznamaniang who live here and

in Miami,

80, this 1s the true content of the neutrality treaty, Honorable Representatives, Much
thought was devoted to thls tople because of all the reasons I have been explaining to
you, because of the way it developed until this wording was reached. By the way, we

are very proud of its final wording. You ahould have seen the original they submitted
together with the military treaty. That would have indeed been shameful., I would not
nhave dared sit at this table now and give any type of explanation to you if 1 had had to
appear here with the military treaty and the neutrality treaty they originally submitted

to us.

<
a
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;c""“_""'The other problem we discussed was that of the option for the construction of a sea-level

canal, Two months ago, almost simultaneously with the inauguration of the Alaskan
pipeline, President Carter delivered a speech during which he said that his government
was deeply interested in building a sea-level canal either through Panama or at some
point in Central America. In the wake of the speech, the U,5, negotlators raised the
topic of the option at the negotiating table., During the previous negotiations, those

of 1966 and 1968, this problem was the subject of much discussion by the negotiators at
that time--Dr Diogenes de la Rosa and others, At that time, they were preparing studies--
in effeet they did prepare them--and they were stepping up plans for the possible con-.
gtruotion of such'a canal., But during these negotiations it seems that they had
discarded the issue until President Carter!s speech and the issue of Alaskan oll came up.

And that is how the discussion of the option began, We discussed this about two times
and nothing came of it. Then came %the Bogota conference.

That is where the problem of the option really reached a orisgis. It reached a crisis
‘pecause there a very complete proposal among all of the presidents Carter and through
negotiators Linowitz and Bunker, and through our Foreign Minister gonzalez Revilla and our
negotiators. [sentence as published] They [presumably the U,S. negotiators] proposed

to us that Panama grant an option to build a sea-level canal without setting a date, They
submitted this proposal in Bogota; we read ib to the presidents; it was the proposal that
the negotiators had brought and we read it to them, and the negotiations between the two
countries were virtually brolken,

The general said during his speech that we had gone to the conference in HBogota to
celebrate a new treaty and that it had turned out that we had gone to a wake, There the
stbuggle between the two countries began. Bogota was between the two, because the other
presidents became involved as if they were Panamanians also, :
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Trherc was no woy o reach ar agreenent on thelp proposal. The Panamanian representatives
cubmiited a dealt proposai Lhad socned fine to everyone.

The text read more or less like this:
Article 3. 'MThe possibility of construsting a third set of locks or a sea-level canal.

1, The Rerublic of Panama and the United States agree that a sea-level canal may be
important for internatilonal relations [as publlahed] in the future,

Consequently, after approving the sea~level canal, they will agree on its construction,
There is not even an option., That opticn [as published] is to study, to sit dowm with
the United States to study if the matter is feasible. If it is, the two countries will
sonstruet 1t, If 4in 10 or 15 years [sentence as published] The future generations
will be much more prepared. We have not given you a copy of the treaty because we are
walting for the announcement by President Carter and General Torrijos. Theri, it will
become an official documunt, We will publish it completely when it 1is and we will
publiely discuss it. ‘

Those who are going to have a problem are those who cannot prove that this treaty 1s '

" better than the 1903 treaty; that perpetuity 1s better; that 2 million balboas are

better than the ourrent proposal,

We do not care if they say that General Torrijos is a dictator; those who ‘are opposed
and sgy that we arve not revolutionaries, let them pick up thelr knapsack and thair grenade

~and let their aotlons speak.

Dr Esgobar expressed praise and confidence in General Torrijos' work. He -said that
we will bury the enemles in a mountain of votes in the forthcoming plabisoite by approve
ing the treaty.

Expounds on Neutrality
PA281802Y Panama Clty Domestic Service in Spanish 1724 GMT 27 Sep 77 PA

[Statement by Panamanian treaty negotiator Romulo Fscobar Bethancourt at meeting between
President Demetrio lakas, Vice President Gerardo Gonzalez and representatives of civiae,
labor and peasant organizations at Justo Arosemena Palaoce -in Panama clty==livel

[Excerpts] Good afternoon, I am Iuis Pimentel, national director of the junior chember
of Panama and secretary of the assoclation of real estate brokers and promoters.

I want to ask a few questions and make a few ocomments regarding the treaties. Regardé

ing the neutrality issue, I also want to state that the negotiators, quite intentionally,
have skirted the issue and at no time have said that there is a word around somewhere

that says permanent. The neutrality of the canal will be defended, yes~-and it 1s very.

nice to say this-eby Panema and the United States, by Panamanian and American forces.

What they do not say is that the mited Stabes will be our ally in this defense, permanently.
In a treaty being negotiated by sovereign nations we could have said that the canal will

ba jointly defended over a S-year period, renewable if both parties goncur, I think that
this is what a sovereign nation would have done. Therefore, they have imposed their permaw
nance on us here, '
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